The issue before this Tribunal is whether or not  the
instant action should be stayed pending the decisions  of
federal courts in Helen Mining Company,  SNA 1 MSHC 2193
(FMSHRC,  November 21,  1979),  and Kentland-Elkhorn,   BNA 1
MSHC 2230 (FMSHRC, November 30,  1979).

Respondent has urged  that  the instant  case should not  be
stayed,  and that  a summary decision in its favor  should  be
entered.    As  its only grounds for this position,   Respondent
notes that Commissioner Backley stated in his concurring
opinion in Helen Mining Company, 1 MSHC 2331  (FMSHRC,
March 21,  1980)  that  to stay the effect  of that  decision
would result  in the issuance of final Commission decisions
contrary to Commission precedent and that  staying the Helen
decision would be inconsistent with the role assigned  to  the
Commission under the Act.    Helen Mining Company,   supra.

Petitioner respectfully submits that  Commissioner
Backley's dicta in the Helen decision has  no application  to
the instant  case.     If  the Commission had stayed  the Helen
decision,  the  effect  of its  action would have been to subvert
its own final order in that very case.     In contrast,  in the
case at  bar a  stay is  appropriate to preserve Petitioner's
position so that  in the event the courts rule in the Secre-
tary's favor in Helen and Kentland-Elkhorn,  the  presiding
administrative law judge may quickly reach a decision on the
merits of the instant  case.     Otherwise,  if  Respondent's
Motion is granted and  the courts do rule in the  Secretary's
favor, Petitioner would have to begin his entire  case again
from scratch by issuing new Citations.    Clearly the most
economical course would be to stay the instant proceedings
pending the courts'  decisions.

The presiding administrative law judge may,   in his dis-
cretion, exercise his authority to stay proceedings where
issues raised  in the proceedings will be substantially
affected by other pending litigation.

[T]he power to stay proceedings is Incidental
the to power inherent in every court to
control  the disposition of the causes  on  its
docket with economy of time and  effort  for
itself, for counsel, and for litigants.    How
this  can best  be done calls for the exercise
of judgment,  which must weigh competing
interests and maintain an even balance.     Landis
v. North American Co.. 299 U.S. 248, 254-^5
57 S.Ct.  163,   81 L.Ed. 153 (1936)   (Cardozo,
J.).     In the exercise of its sound discretion,
a court may hold  one law suit in abeyance  to
